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MEMORANDUM FOR: Maj. Gen. George J. Keegan, Jr., USAF

Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence
Department of the Air Force

SUBJECT : Intelligence Reporting Related to the
F-16

1. Thank you for your letter of 27 March regarding
reference to F-16 costs in a NIB article. I share your
desire to avoid misinterpretation of data in our intelli-
gence publications. Of course, the NIB article in
guestion carries the caveat, NO FOREIGN DISSEM, and
therefore should not jecpardize negotiations currently 25X1
underway.

4. Meaningful intelligence reporting and estimating
often require some reference to US capabilities, policies,
25X1
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and programs. You are quite right in arguing that such
references should be based on accurate and authoritative
information. The article in question was, of course,
coordinated with DIA. Nevertheless, rest assured that
when it appears necessary we shall turn to the Air Force,
as well as other appropriate authorities, to acquire and

authenticate such information when it is needed to illumi--

nate intelligence reporting.
t'/5;/ Dok

W. E. Colby
Director

Attachment:
Excerpt from News Briefing
by Secretary Mclucas
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MEMORANDUM FOR: . ‘The Drrsotor], “Do>

Attached for your signature is a
proposed response to a General Keegan
complaint about a US aircraft price we
used in a NIB article. In this case Keegan
is out of line--we used the price the
Secretary of the Air Force gave in a
press conference and the article was
coordinated with DIA,

STAT

Ed Proctor

7 April 1975
(DATE)

FORM NO. 101 REPLACES FORM 10-101

47)
1 AUG 54 WHICH MAY BE USED. (
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Attachment:

Excerpt from News Briefing

by

Secretary of the Air Force, John L. McLucas
at the Pentagon
Monday, January 13, 1975

Q. What is the cost per copy that you anticipate based
upon a conservative estimate of how many that you
are going to sell?

A, Of course, if you ask how many do we expect to sell,
we think that the market for this aircraft is about
2500 to 3,000 aircraft?

Q. Is that in addition to the 6507
A. That would include the 650. The unit fly away, is
that the question that you asked about the cost?

Q. Yes.

A, For a buy of 650 aircraft which is the current Air
Force plan, we expect the unit fly away cost of
$4.6 million.
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SUBJECT: Memo to General Keegan on Intelligence Reporting
Related to the F-16

CONCUR:
25X1 =
7 APR 1975
- Deputy Director for Intelligence Date
1 Distribution:
Orig. & 1 -- Addressee
1 -- DCI (w/cy of basic)
1 -- DDCI (w/cy of basic)
1 —- ER (w/basic)
1 -- DDI (w/cy of basic)
2 -~ D/OSR (w/cy of basic)
2 -- SEC (w/cy of basic)
1 -- NIO (w/cy of basic)
1 -- RAD (w/cy of basic)
I — ¢ sa#,
25X1 OD/OSR3 (4 April 1975)
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NCLASSIFIED | |  CONFIDENTIAL | | SECRET ]

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT
Routing Slip

T0: ACTION INFO DATE INITIAL
. 1| DCI
2| DDCI
3| S/MC
4| DDs&r |
(3 ooi X |
6| DDA
7| DDO
8| D/DCI/IC X
9| D/DCI/NID X
10| GC
1"} ic
121G
131 Compt B i
14| D/Pers I
151 D/S
16| DIR o
17|  Asst/DC
18| AO/DCi
19 1
20
21
22
SUSPENSE
Date
Remarks:
Please bring to DCI's attention as
appropriate.
A/ ccorrre—eooretary
_04/01/75
T 3837 (1-73) Date
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’ - K\E.S BRILFING A A
, ' C ‘ BY :
‘ « - SECREYARY OF THE AIR FORCL, Jom L. McLUCAS
' : AT THE VEHTAGON .

NOVQAY, JeNuaRy 13, 1975

- LA 3 . . -,

Gf)

ceretary HCLLCAU. Lzdles and cnt]e1 n, I am hore today to announce
the selcction of the F-16 of Ceneral Byna mics Corporation, as the winncx in
the compatitiocn which we coaducted for our Air Ceubet Fighter.

As you know, this ¢ air laac goes back to-the 1d ghtvex bt fighter proto-
type prvogram which was begun E"Cn in April, 1972. At that time we initiated a
progran wilich we expected to run for about two ye2rs, and to culminate in 2
flight test of about a year, and which would demonstrate a'nuﬂbcr of advan-
fages in advanced fighter concepts through-a prototype pro ram which we did
not have the confidence at that time td go directly into production with,

We wanted to do the lightweight fighter program than to give us that confi-
dence and to give us tha. option of later waking a decision to put a lower-
cost fighter in the aventory if we decided that that was a good thing to do.
That progiam went extremaely well, as you kanow. '

&

In April, 1974, ve made a definite decision to put the air caibat
fightor ia the Air Force inventory. We felt that it would be good to have
in the high-low mix of aircraft something like the ai

. air combat [ighter and
wo foelt that this airplens which would be useful zo the U, &. Alr Force would

e m

also be attractive to our Allies. S0, im April of last year, as I said,

we made that decision,. tha Secretary of Defense ah“OaﬂCEd thar decision.

The flight test program that was cmnducted on the twa lightwaight
fighters went extremely well. Both of the aircraft perfermed very well.

-Both of the contractors did an CXL”IIEW“ job of supporting the prototype

test program. Both of the engine compa1 es dla a nood job of supporti: g the
aircraft companies : : o : :

e

On the other hand, there were significant dlff er
mance of these profntypes. The Y¥F-16 bad many advantage n performanca CoUer
the YF-17. It had adventages in apgility, in acceleration,  in tuxn rate and
endurancp over tha Y¥-17. lhggo f setors applied principally in the transonic
and supersonic regimes. Thare were other minor advan;:res te the YF-16 over

nces in the perform-

(n ﬂ)
(RN

~the YF-17. These factors 1nclud od better tolerance of high G because-o0f the

rilt back seat, better visibility and better deceleration.  In any case, the -
YF-16 net all the performance goalg that we had established for it. The Y¥-17,
vhile performing very we 211, did fall shoxt of sowe of these geals. In the
sub-sonic missica arcas, the YF-16 and Y¥-17 were not as far "pﬂrr'aq thoy

were in the:supevsonic. This is jandicative of the fact that the YI- 16 had

lovwer drag and was 2 cleaner design.

our selection is not based on the results of the

. We had to cvaluate the proposals which cana2 o us whi
Septembur aml which we receivad in Novewmber. noeyvalusting
those proposals, wo of course took inte aceount the Facl that wmany Gf i

perancApprovdd ForRelpase 2005¢12124 lcmlePs’OBéﬁ‘esh’oo‘&o‘HmoBzﬂ geype procvan.
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prototype progras elea
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but we ,ﬁ‘gg r?,\{ﬁ(!; Fﬁg lease, 2005(12/241:.GIA-RORBABO lﬁ?RQﬁﬂﬁﬁmboﬂeo evalua'ted
those and we usad the prototypes as a peasure of whetlier we thought those
propesed changes could be ach.eved. So in the evalvration we took into ac-
count, Yivst, the prototype eperience; second, the technical proposals that
came sn. Then we loohked at vperational factors, l1ife eycle costs, and how
difficult we thought it might be to ‘transition these protoltypes jinto a pro-

=

i

s

duction configuration.
’ Based on all of <hat, I, As* the source selection uuthaﬁity,'dacided
that tha YF-16 was a propsr choice for the Air Torce. .t

I received a final briefing from Ceneral Stewart, who heads up our
Aeronautical Systems Division, at Wright Patterson Aiv Force Base, on the
7th of Jaznuary. I had been in touch with Ceneral Stewart many times before
that final meeting, and, of course, in evaluating the results that T received
from General Stewart on the 7th of January, I took into account the views
R of the Chief of Staff and cther seanior people in the Air Force., All of us
agreed that the YF-16 was the right choice -for the Air Force. Following that
1 had a rumber of meetings with the sSecretary of Defense and his advisors, and
I obtained the concurrence ol the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy- Secretary
v in the choice tRat was made. ‘ _ T
’ o ‘Simultaneously with :his announcement here today, and one reason why
we chose this day, My. Frank Shrontz, who is the Assistant Secretary of the
Air Force (I&L)is announcing to our consortium friends in Europe, of this
selection. Mr. Shrontz is in Brussels where he is meeting with the consortium
menmbers to explain to them toe Factors which were usad iu our source salaction.
As you know, the consortium rzembers did participate in the evaluations that
were conducted here at Wright Patterson Air Force Base over the last several
wonths. Also, we had Navy participation. Ve had a number of Navy technical
people at Wright Patterson. with us. We had a Navy pilot fly the aircraft. 0Of
course, iu the meetings that we have had here in the Pentagon, the Navy has
participated. Some time back when it was decided that the Navy might be_able to
derive an aircraft for its cwn use from one of these two prototype prograns,
we, the Air Force, sent out additions to our requests for proposal, and sdincox-
porated the Kavy's material and asked the contractors to crespond to the requast

. to derive the best aivcraft they could from their existing Air Force proposals
for submission to the Navy. We passed that material to the Navy. .

%n summary, I would like to say ihat the Y¥F-16 is our choice as 2 winner
of this competition because of first the performance. The performance of the
YF-16, in our opinion will zreatly exceed the performance of the YF-17. Second,
becausc of the cost. Tu2re is a savings in the R&D phase, a savings in the
procurement phase, and a life cycle cost savings, if we gb with the YF-16.
+hird, because of confidence in the transition pecause the YF-16
was able to demonstrate essentially 211 performance perameters that vare called
for, we feel a very high dcgree of confidence in transitioning that aircraft
.into production. AL the same time, if we had gone withthe YF-17, there were
i considerably more charzes that would be iuvolved to take the Y¥-17, into a
' production configuration fer the YF-17. As you know, wé& already have an eungine,
the ¥-100 eagine which is used in the ¥-15 airceraft, which can be used with
2 no change in the F-16. Th.s is an additicnal reason vliy it is cheaper for
2 ' ue to go this way, and alsy an additiounal veason why we can 5o this wiy with
a hig&er deeree of confidence than if we had teo develop an encine, Even though
o Rinroyep; Fqr Relegse, 2005/ 2(24 ¢ GIAIRDPBOBO1495R0DZ00150624-0' © *° element

of risk when you take on susi & prograi. Finally, wo have for reasons. of
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., cen st : "saved in the
. b L ?a. . - 2 R x A 3 *
e e At vis e by poing with the YF-106 which uses the F-100 engine.,
R o L cLs AL
’ v, o 1ad g entertain your questions.
| A < X —— -
p is the cost pezr copy that you anticipate based ugon a
Ce.ootsew estinate of how maany that you are going to sell? )
T L e course, if you ask. how many do we expect _to sell, we think -
. ene rket for this.aireraft 18 about 2500 to 3,00ﬁaircraft? -
fr s tlhur i

-

-

£y st

: Is that in addition to the 6507 _ .
:  fThat would include the 650, The unit fly avay, is that the

ceution that you asked about tha cost?

{
&
FaY

0. Yes. ) . -
u: CS.
A: For a buy of 650 aircraft vhich is the current Air Force plan,
we expect the unit fly away cost of $4.6 million. . S ) ;
- ~ - - - “mm . .t eom e
~ WW . R =~

Q:. What would be the unit-program cost under a buy of 6507
Az $6.7 pillicn is the cost per airplane for the 650, the progran
cost. 3 )

Q:‘ If ydu'took_that out to 3,00EEircraft what would be the program
cost? :

A: I don't bave -that specific nurber for that. You can make an estimate

that we would continue to get savings by extending the program length, bur
history would show that some of those savings would be achieved, and, on the
other side, you would probably think of fmprevements you want to make to the
airceraft, . - .

- Q: You said the members of the Consortium participated in the eval-
uation. Did they also have what you would call a vote in recommending which
plane? Aund secondly, could you tell us whether the Europeans scem to ke going
along with this choice or whaether there isg disagreement with it?

A: I don't think you could say that they had a vete. I would rather

'say they ere with us throughout. Their views were taken into account zand theuw

served as advisors to us throughout the process.’ _ o
. T } . :
Q: Did they indicate a preference for one aireraft or the other?

A: They did not, to my knowledge, at any timz indicate a preference.
I specifically talked to the senior members of the tean avout that subjact,
They told me repeatedly that the principal criteria they vere concerned with
was to buy the same airplane that the U.S. Air Force bought, if they indeed
decided to buy an airplané and decided to go U.§.. ~ o ST

-t
N
e
3
2o

Q: Can you tell us sone costs again how the YF-16 costs compared
those of the 177 You referred to the cost-benefits in your statement.
A: Yes. On the fly-away costs we expect aboul an B percent cost
advantage. On the RYD costs, the principal difference is the developuent o
a new engince which exceeds $300 milliion.

"

e

Q: In other words, you are saying the 16 was 8 percent cheaper than tha
17; is that correct?
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' A The Iib ires T have are $4.6 million fly-awayv (VF-~ F-10} and

botween S4.G and $5 million flv-awvay {or Che 17.

- . ’
Cr Baw gbouls the program LO%;SO
+: The program costs, $6.7 for the 165 $7.7 for the }7
- e ety ot Y
Q: Mr. Secretary, did vou say that you are confideat that HNATO coua-

trieg Wi i1t
Al

L 2 ax rLl
hopes that

Q:

that figur
CA:

the Consor

Q: -

plane will

vhat they have to base their’p:

Az

buy this aircraft?” C . .. - . .

I did not say thnt. We are hopeful that NATO countries will buy

f£t. Vhen we say  the narket is 2500 to 3,000, we are including our
some NATO couatries will buy it.

When you raise that figure, Mr. Secretary, how wide a market witbi
e would be NATO's pa:t of it? )

The planning that we have been doing with Lhc four countries of
tivm is for a 3)0 aizcraft buy,

Mr. Secretary, could you give Us some rough idea how much the
cost the NATO count:ies based on that 330 buy-wa1ch I agssume is
ice on? '

~

Of course, the date for final submissicn of data to the NATO

countrles has not yet arrived. In round numbers their pricas would be rouzaly,

the sane a

s ours, plus the diflerentizl due to the fact that they intend to

produce the airplane on tvo diirerent production lines. OF course, the

production

runs would be nmuch shorter and they would Tiave to buy tooling. In

addition to that, we must pro-:ate the R&D costs of the airplancs.

G:
the $6.7 i
w R

N
price out,

~aircraft,

HE

Q:
Az
the total
is the mos

Q:

In other words, the net costs of the airplane would be roughly
f you would pro-rate the R&D? '
As I say, we have not yet reached the cut off date on when we

“exactly, to the Consritum what they will have to pay for these

Is that §4,6 r;l]1;n.a settling price that we are Lblklng about?
That is the target. '
.What is the ceilinz, if you go above the target price?
We do not have a c2iling price. We do pet have under contract
of the 650 aircrafit, so, I cannot gquote you a figure on that. That
t probable cost, to is2 our terms. '

In other words, it is safe to say, is it not, Mr. Secretary, that

would be the minimum price, th2 54.6, cad there would be some elasticity on

& ceiling

A
talking ab

price contract? .
1 probably did not point out, when I say in the prices here I am
out 1975 dollars. Of course, vour guess about inflation is as good

as the next person's.

Q:

Mr. Secretary, when you say 1975 dollars, what do ycu expect

would be the total expenditure over the life of the progranm for these air-

planes?
Al

For a proposed Air Force buy of 650 aircrafi? -
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achieve our ongctlvo oL selling 3,000 airplanes. ‘ ,

0: .hat would you say for the 630 airplanes, vhat is the total on
‘ " - . .

Lo 1 opave you the progrdm costs; I believe. It is $4.3 billion

. i the sum of the R&D amount, $354 million plus the production amount
.+ o530 2ireraft of $3.7 billion. That gives a total of $4.3 billion, I

v

‘Q: Mr. Secretary, does the Navy concur im your sclection taking
into coasideration the stipulation by Cﬁngress that the Favy build a Nawvy
air combat fighter based upon the Air Force selection?

A: The Ravy has bzen involved in all.of the steps that we have taken.
As I said, they were with us at Wright Patterson Air Force Basa. They had a
pilot who [lew the aircraft. They have sat with us in preparing the material
that would go out to the bidders when we re-solicited them to include the
Navy in bids. The Navy, on the other hand, has not completed their evaluation.
So, the Navy could be said to have gqoncurred in the sense that they have not
said, "No, we think this is a mistaka." #hat they have said is "Yas, we
agree that the Afr Force should go ahecad." We havc not seen any evidence that.

the Air Force should not go ahead.

Q:  VWould the Navy purchase increase the projected number of 2500 to
3,000 aircraft or is the Navy included in that prOJPCtlcQ9
' A:  The Navy is included in that. B
Q: How many Navy aircraft do you unL1c1pate7
A: The Navy buy which has been anticipated is, I be lleve, 800 aircraft,
But, I gave you a spread of 2500 to 3, OOO.and SO. . ..

-Q: You JUSt said it was $4.3 million final cost, before_fou said it
was $4.6. ' L
A: $4.3 billion program, (A $4.6 million per unit fly-away cost).

: Q: In the press release you talk about 15 engineering development
aerraft When you use the number 650 is that all production alrcraft or is
that the proto;ypee and 15 development aircraft?

: .The 650 is the proposed buy of production aircraft.

Q: Mr. Secretary, when do you anticipate the Navy wlll make . a decision
after weighing the information you provided for them? and isn't it trus that
if the Navy does choose the 16, they will have to re-engine it with either
the 401 (dnaudible ) to accomplish the Navy Mission at sea? .

A: I don't know that I can say that definitively. The Navy has cer-
tainly been looking at those alternatives. I believe the Navy does not plan
to make a final decision for a wonth or two. I think you should really ask
the Navy that question. :

Q: Did the Navy ask you to delay your decision on the F-167
A: No. ’

Q: Did the Sccretary of the Defense ask you to dolay your decision?
A:  No, the Secretary of Defense considored

re 2l

vhether it should be delayed to take accoun ‘s and decided
‘ Appr‘év‘éd For Release 2005/12724 : CIA-RD 0 ‘
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e pkoposed to annouace it wher we laid out the progran.
+Q: 1s it true that Yr. Clements had decided on a three weeks' delay,
ur. Seeretary, to give the Navy time to evaluate? :
A: Mr. Clemcats ccasidercd such a delay. All that X can say is that
in all the deliberations it cane out that we, were not asked to make a delay.
Q: Mr. Secretary, has it been clear from the start of the quo; can
participation in this progranm that they wonld not have a voice in the Air
Force source selection? o
A: T don't want to say that they did not have a voice. The Consortium
members sat with us. Their vieus were heard at every stage and their vicws
were taken into account. You asked me if they voted. There was no vote taken.
G: Do you think the fact the 16 is a one engine plane will burt you
in foreign sales opposed to the 17, a two engine plane, some foreign coun-
tries have indicated a preference for? - o .
A: None of the countries that we've been working with has indicated
a preference one way or the other. There are four such countries in the
Consortium and tHose countries had many opportunities and T have asked them

specifically on this question and nenz of them have chosen to tell me they

prefer one or the other. They have stuck with their line and I believe that
the important criteria to them is which way doecs the U. S. Air chce &o.

Q: low does the French Mirage F-1 enter into this consideration?
A: I am afraid youv musrt ask the Consortium.

0Q: People are alrcady saying the fact that General Dynamics is head-
quartered in Texas was influential in this decision. Would you want to
comment on whatever political input or considerations might have gone into
your decision? ,

A: All I can say on that is that we made tha selection on the basis
of the merits of the aircraft and the proposals, and what aircraft wve felt
would result from those proposals.

(: Has"the Air Force decided to tura the prototypes back over to
Northrup on the 17, or have you refused to do so?
A: e have not refused to do so, we just have not planned that far.

Q: Mr. Secretary, do you see a possibility here that both planes
will go into production? )
. A: I think that is e possibility. But of course that is a decision
to be made by som20ne othox than the Air Forcz. - - ) :
Q: Mr. Secretary, did ycu say that you selected this date some time
ago to make this announceient! : '
A: Yes. : .

Q: Why did you? _
A: Because this was the time that we had set up for Mr. Shront" to

£0 to Brussols to confer with the Consortium wmembers. He wenl over there last
night. He is over thore today and be will be theore feor twe or three nays to

Cmocet with and to elaborate on the considerations that were iavolved in this.
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Q:

Approved For Rel&ée 2005/12/24 : CIA-RDP80801495R0@2001600274‘-0

- 1
This date was selected ¢ix months ago?
It was not six months ago. I am not sufe I can tell you when that
inalizad. ’

HMr. Secretary, what do you think the chances are of all four

countries in the Consortium buying the plane? YHow would you compare that

with the chances of two or three countrics buying it?

Ar That is pretty speculative. We have high hopes that all four coun-
tries will join us in this procurenseat. . :

Q: You have less ‘hopes for Belgium than you do the other three?

A T don't want to get into speculation about it. I think that thosc
countries ought to make that decision. We hope that our offering receives a
good hearing.’ ‘ - e R

_ Q: If all four do choose the U.S:, which two countries will have the
production s1ine? R : ) )

A: The Netherlands and Belgium. &

VI 4 -

Q: (Inaudible)? : .

A: Xt will be roughly 50-50.

Q: Mr. Secretary, the price of General Dynamics' stock last Friday

bounced up

by 10 perceat which means if you are a quick speculator you could

make a quick buck. Are you investigating to see whether word leaked out
from your staff on the Air Force decision which in turn led to this specu-
lation on the stock market? ' '

A

Q:

I don't have any such investigation going on.

Hr. Secretary, you said in discussing it that none of the countries

indicated a preference one way or the other. Were you referring to the planes

themselves
A

Q
A

"oey

v

or to the single engine versus twin engine argument?
Both. ' '

In both cases, in words, they did not. . . .
I an sorry. Let me start over. We were talking twin engine versus

single engine.” Y asked these eople if that would be a factor in their —---gdid
&Y S B P

it make a difference to them. I was told; that is net the question.

The ques-

tion is which way does the U.5. Air Yorce £0.

Q:

.1t now, but isn't it the subsidiary thatmakes the Mirage?
: A

‘Q:

The production facility in Belgium. I can't think of the namg of

Ve will have to get an answer to that. - -

How would you compare the American plane cost to what you expect

the cost of the Mirass Lo be?

Az

o= e

e think that our costs will be very competitive. There has beean

a2 lot of talk about the French costs. We are net quite sure what their final
presentations will be to the Consortimm. I suspect that the cost will not ke
the main factor. I would thiank that offset arrangements, eic. are moro

dominant.
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‘we have not decided to include this.

Q: Docs tlhggt--16 have ¢ range that would ?’& it competitive with '
F--] S?Approved Release 2005/12/24 : CIA-RDP80B01495R000200160024-0

« , A: Does the F—;g have @ range to make it competitive? Well, on those °
missons where totul ordnan~e carrying is not at stake, it vould be competitive
. . . 1 don't want to say coupetfitive, it would be in the same range.

the

Q: 10u pean without the paylead, without a certain amount of srmaments?
A Yes. . - B . .- . r

. ! . .

Q: In the course-of the testg, Mr. Secretary, we were being told that
thc capabilities in terms of the pgr[orvance of the two plaunes, was aluost
identical and it was very diffzcult te make a choice on just performance.

You indicate todeay there is a gap larger than.T anticipated, anyway, in terns
of supersonic performance. It leads me to wonder about the political side of
it, in terms of the similaricy to the F-15 engine. Dozs that make the P-15
cheaper for the Air Force to sell to Con"res"° Dloes it make it easier to
1ift the F-l11 out of General Dynamics? Were those things considered?

A: I think that any infcimation you have received that the airplanes
were essentially identical in perforwance in the prototype cvaluaticn was not
correct. Because at every staze, L believe, that the YF-1{ was showing up
better. Of courée, it was in -he air earlier. So, it is hard for me to
believe that there was a stage where you were being told by anyone in an

“official capacity that the performance was different from what I am telling
yott. .- ’

Q: Does this decisiom 2£fect your long-range plan fgr the F-15?

A: Let me answer it this way. We have not changed our plan to buy
799 F-15's. We expect this aicrplane to be complementary to the F-15. It
may be, way out at some peint beyond our 729 aircraft, that we would decide
to buy some more Ll?ht—'etodL fighters instead of some moro F-15%s. But
certainly within the program y=2ars and the program that we talk about, we
have not magc any cnange in our plans to buy the T-15.

Q: What VLaPOHS and avioniév systems will be incorporated (inaudible)?
A: It will have the 20 millimeter gun and it will cerry the ALY
Sidewinder missiles. It will have provisions to carry the Sparrow AIw;g but

3

Q: (Inaudible)?’
A: Certainly we expect the Consortium membexs to go with us on the
F-16. fThat is what they have told us that they will do if they buy U.S

Q: But will you disccurage Northrup from iomediately and abruptly
intensifying sales pitch in Evrope? .-
- A: - 1-do not know whether that would be necessary. We will have to
wait and see how the developments go. And we think the Europeans agree with

us, we are very sold on the icca of the standardization in NATO, and an attempt

to divert the Europeans into comething other than standardizing with the Air
Force would be considered courter-productive.

. ™~
Q: West Germany expressed a desire for a twin eagine aireraft in the
light-weight fighter category, as well as Iran aud a couple of other Qﬂqt"lhs
There are several nations right there that could buy that aircraft. e key

is whether you let the pratotypes go back to Northrep. Without a prntulvno

4 that declslo
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A: I think we will nake it as the questions come up. I think thdt
= Tralthough as vou sgy ; b5 U 4 Agr 2 twin
X 24 | CIA-ROPBYBI1495R0an2001806240
. engine a: .h.oi’.ved FORReW hﬂgb8§£dt there cany countries that woyld say
E@ " that no, matter vhat,we Will still buy a EWLH engine aircraft.

I think they will'do what we. did, we'd take everything into account
ir that decision, at least I hope they would. »

e Q: Vhat is the pr;s*nt unit .cost for the F-300 engine for the F-157.
What has been the cost TCC)VO of that jn the past few years and what do they
expect the unit cost will ‘be now that you are goivg to use it in the ¥-167
A: On thab50 ai rcraft buy we would expect for the engine to pay about
$1.35 nillion. That is '75 dollars and, of course, we arc not buying them in
'75, that is a few years hence. This is lover than we are paying for the engines

now, but that is considerably down the learning curve. -

. Q: T understand. T am just trying to get some figures to establish
what your plrchase of the IF-LG ig going to do onyour price of the F-15.

. ..

_ It is g01n0 to lower your ﬂn&t cogt -on the F-100 engines, isn't it, about
$300,000 per engine? . ' N :
- Aille egtlnate that the savings to the [-15 plooram by the larger buy
of engines to be about $100 mllllon in the procuremenL phase )
Nov we expect an additional savings in the'support phase of life cycle
cost at about the same amount. :

-

Q: Mr. Secretary, is there an inflation clause in this contract?

A: Yes, we have included a 6 percent annual inflarion in the contract.
That is for pricing purposgs. We have also included a statement that we will
negotiate ~- or rather that we will establish after the fact, based on the
economic 1nd1ceo what the actual 1nLiat10n factor to ba factored in will be.

: What is the status of the avionics now? A .

: The principal selection yet to be made is radar. As you know,

we have a competition going on between Hughes and Westinghouse. We would
expect to have.a flyoff between those two radars be ginning late this year

Ve will « Lartf1y~oFr tests this summer aaﬂ by the end of the year we sroula
- be able to select one of these two, L0h~ or Westinghouse.

Q: (Ipaudlble) GFE?
A: Yes.

fully equipped aircraft go for? ‘
n the cest that I gave you. . .

Q: So how much would -hn
’ A: I em including tr.. i
Q: Mr. Secretary, how long will the engineering development phase
take? UWhen will you expect this to be conpleted? Why is it assumed, as it seems
-to be, that a go-ahead production decision will be made?
A: What was -the last part of your question?

Q: It secems to be assumed that at the end of the engineering davelop-
ment phase, that you will make a production decision -~ a favorable one —- and I
asked, wvhy is it assumed that is the case? In other major aiverafe programs
receatly you have been emphasizing the fact that this is going to b2 a po,
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" A: You have to .assume something. We assumed that if the prototype
deowonstrates out at perameters we ask it to denonstrate, that if you make
fltght‘cnangcs in that to go into full scale developrent that the full scale
development article you will atso meet your objectives. '

~-
-

Q: Mr. Secretary, how long is that engincering development phase?
A: About two years. :

Q: You gave figtres of up to 3,000 in sales, and vou said figured
into that the Navy will buy 80) and the Air Force 650. That leaves 1550 sold
overscas? ) ' , . ,

A: Mr. Beecher here has just reminded me we have not included the
800 HNavy into the originzal estimates. .
Q: So your overseas sales would be 2,000 and up?
A: That is right.

: Mr. Secretary, couli you clarlfy that7
A: Ve gave a figure of 2500 to 3,000.
Q: That does not inclule the 8007
A: 1t does not.

Q: So that is 800 on top of that? : :

A: If the Navy checoses to go that way. We don't know yet.

3 Q: What do you think the chances are the Navy will really select
the Air Force plane, find it is adaptable fo its use?

) A: I don't know that, I could give a good answer on that. I think
you had better ask the Navy. ' . . : )

Q: Mr. Secretary, alonz those lines, could you give us somza insight,
is it the view of the Sccretary of Defeunse’s office in general, that they
would prefer only cne plane to be built? In other words, for the Kavy to
bu1]d some variant of this airplane. Is that the ge neral feeling?

A: I think if everything else was equal the answer to that question
would obviously be yes. I believe the Secretar, of Defense does not want
to ask the Navy to buy an aircraft whick’he is not convinced meets the Navy
mission requirements. The evaluation has not proceeded yet to the point
where we are sure that either of these aircraft is in that position.

Q: Mr. Secretary, you said the engineering development phase would run
aboit two years. That means the contract you are letting for the swall nuwmber
of aircraft now, these are the only aircraft of this type built for the next
two years? .

A: That is right. ‘

Q: You have said the cost to the Consortium countries ulll be *oxgll
the sawme as ours. You were referring to the program costs, weren't you? Is
safe to say it will go about $6.7 million per plane, fox Lhzlr 350 planes

A:r The fJgure would nct be radically dlLfnr nt frem that, But I am
saying that we have not yat cL“nleL ' our negpotiations with tnzn and I do not
think we .>hould cot too spoecific about details.
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_or less simultaneous, but I don't know tha: they are connected.
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. Q: Mr. Sceretary, you talked abour 2500 to 3,00 aircraft, The
Secretary of Defense's office has had a propesal for some time now to go with both
aircraft and offer them for sale abroad figdring_l,ooQYF—l7's to some nations
that prefer a twin enging aircraft, and 1,000 YF-16's to other nations, and
the possibility that the Navy would g¢o for a twin engine aircraft, that if you
sold 1,000 each, then you would‘hot'gat any more of a benefit to go for the
single aircraft? ‘There is a crossover point. That decision as of a week age
is still a prime consideration. . ' .

- - .. . - [

Is it still beiné}considere& if the Navy goes with the YF~177
A: The question was a little too long for me. .

Q: What I am really saying, if tre Navy goes with the 17, the Defense
Department would then produce both aircraft? - . . -
. At That is a good assumption. If the Navy goes with the F-17, we
would have them both in production. - :
LW .

Q: There is supposed to be an internal Air Force estimate for the
purchase over more than a 10-year period, of nearly 1400 of those air combat
fighters? N .
A: As T say, we havé a planning figure of 650. That we consider a
minimum buy. We have talked about a buy of 1,000 as being a reasonable number.
We think it is purely speculative to &0 riuch beyond five or six years in our
planning. If you look at the F-4, you kaow we never had any plans to buy
as many as we did, but the same kind of a thing could happen here.

Q: 650 over a five-year perind? . ' ' -
A: That's righe.

Q: Beginning two years from now? S o
At That's right. L _ : - : -

Q: One last question. One thing that I am not clear on, will the
Navy decision pre~date the European decision? You say the Europeans were
expected to make a decision within 90 days. Do you anticipate the Navy
will choose its fighter first, or are the Europeans waiting for the Navy
decision? e : .

A: I don't know that there is any connection. They secem to be more

~-END -

~
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